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I have completed a quick review ofyour dear report. It is difficult tn evaluate potential impacts because
the proposed actions arc so general. As you have pointed out in your report, tbe specific details on how
an action is implemented will determine whether there ar~ potential adverse environmental impacts.
Following are some preliminary comments.

1, Many ofthe actions involve use of dredged material to improvc ~he DoRa ecosystem, in~ludinlb
constructing and restoring wetlands, restoring riparian habitat, and repairing levis. As lh~
points out, these activities have the potential to caus~ adverse tmpams dcpsnding on the method of
construction and the source oftbe dredged material. We are concerned about the use c~f
conta, ai~ated sediment and the use of saline material in the Delta. Car~ needs to be taken in the
selection and construction of wetland hahitats. Some areas, for example, when cuavorted into a
wetland may promot~ mercury uptake in aquatic systems to levels that are not beneficial. I,TMS has
developed criteria for dredged material reuse in Lhe Bay. A similar effort is needed in the Delta to
assun= that adverse impacts are minimized. The Regional Board would like to participate in
to develop criteria lbr dredged material handling and =~use, This effort should begin immrdiately to
assure that project implementation is rot d~layod while n¢od-,od studies a=� �ompleted.

2. Tho action calling fbr r~ductloa o£ contaminants in agricultural runoff is too general to evaluate. The
potential impacts depend on the specific practices that are implemcme.d to achieve this reduction. In
selecting actions for implementation, care needs to be takcn to avoid implementing actions that
decrease the concentration of one contaminant but inadvertently increase the concentration of
anothcr. One action that is frequently discussed is the rvduction of surl~ac¢ runoffto reduce pcslicidc,
loads cnt~ing the rivers. This action would reduce the concentration of pesticides in the water but
incrvase the concentration of selenium and salts.

One of the aclions calls for creating seasonal wetlm~ds by flooding agricultural lands for scveral
months in winter and early spring. Studies need to be done to verify that pesticide ~esidues dn not
cau=~e adverse impacts on the seasonal wetlands.
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4. The dcscriptloas ufa~tions calling for reductions ofmetals discharged from mii~es are a little
confusing. Cache Creek is discussed under thc Delta and the Sac~mento River. Mercury should bc
included in the discussion of the Sacramento River. Tllerc are mercury sources in this watershcd.
The mines in the Caehe Creek wateroh~, Mm~.anita, Abbot and ot~ors, arc sources of mercury. Mr.
Diablo Mine, on Marsh Creek is a source of mercury to the Delta. These three mines are not
~igaili~an! sources of copper, zinc or cadmium. What is mc~t by the statement on Page 3-41 that
m~als might d~’cay in the system upstream oftl~. Delta?

In conclusion, the potential irnl’~ oft[~ va iou.~ alternatives will be easier to evaluate when spccil~c
actions arc more fully described. We would like to participate in the CALFED pro~ess ~ha~ delermln~s
the specific actions related to water quality that will be implemented to achieve CALFED goals. Please
call me at (916~255-3093 if you have any questions.
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